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In Fall 2018, SUNY Geneseo launched KnightScholar, an institutional repository that would also house digital 
special collections.
DRIVING QUESTION
How can we ensure that people will 
use the material in KnightScholar?  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What material can we put in 
KnightScholar that people will use?
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DRIVING QUESTION
That first question soon transitioned into a new one: What material can we put in KnightScholar that people will use? 
I say that there’s this transition because the first question—about ensuring people will use material—puts the onus on 
KnightScholar users. And we didn’t want that, since we couldn’t control what people did with KnightScholar, and there was 
a limit to what we could change within the KnightScholar interface. The second question—about the kind of material we 
could put in KnightScholar—was something we can control. We choose what kinds of material we initially upload into 
KnightScholar, but we also will open it up to allow others to upload their own articles, posters, books (and more, we hope). 
So we have control for a time
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It’s helpful to define what, exactly, I mean by “Useful.” I mean things that will be used. Used by whom? It doesn’t really 
matter right now; neither does it mean for what purpose. All that I mean, is that a thing is used, because that’s something I 
can measure—at least somewhat. A use, as I apply the word, is a download, because that’s how material in the Digital 
Commons platform is identified as having been used. At this point, I’m not working with citations or similar bibliometric 
data, though I hope that those methods will be meaningful and applicable in the future. 
So, how did we get to the point of deciding how we’d go about populating our repository with useful material? This was, 
indeed one of the goals of KnightScholar. In addition to being a place where faculty and students could place open access 
material, it was also a place where other researchers could go to find and use that material. 
We had to figure out which part of this was more important: Should we just put everything we had into the repository, and 
hope for the best? Or ask faculty and students what they want, and put the right things in? Neither of these would prove 
good strategies. The first just puts a whole bunch of stuff into the repository and waits to see what people do with it. 
Problem with this is that we’d have to prioritize certain structures over others, without guidance. The second (asking faculty 
and students what they want) would take a long time, since there are the challenges of scheduling meetings (first of all) 
and the more difficult challenge of arranging for a decently representative group of faculty and students, who would reflect 
the variety of perspectives on putting their material in an open repository and using that material. 
Our strategy, then, was to learn from others’ experiences. We looked to other libraries— peer institutions, aspirational 
institutions, and some nearby places we could visit— & talk with the librarians who worked with the repositories. Looked at 
these because of their similarities with Geneseo, if not in demographics and goals, then in ideals and how we saw how 
they related to us. And we required that they have a Digital Commons platform, so that we could look at aspects of their 
repositories that we’d be able to easily replicate. 
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Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Repository 1 (est. 2002) 16 8,003 485 739 744
Repository 2 (est. 2011) 41 176 137 592 1,543
Repository 3 (est. 2017) 114 2,992 1,160
Repository 4 (est. 2011) 1,012 867 567 1,149 1,136
Repository 5 (est. 2011) 12 159 13 21 63
Repository 6 (est. 2011) 77 1,558 1,094 1,340 1,102
Repository 7 (est. 2014) 214 255 569 492 230
Repository 8 (est. 2012) 22 401 124 294 224
Repository 9 (est. 2011) 66 90 105 137 175
Repository 10a (est. 2010) 12 11 11 7 117
Repository 10b (from 2014) 117 124 1,118 1,516 8,662
Increase in repository items
Our first step was looking at growth of other institutions’ repositories. How many items were in these repositories? 
Was that something we could replicate, or should we set our aims differently? What growth did we see in other 
repositories, and was that growth meaningful? 
7
75%
150%
225%
300%
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Repository 1 (est. 2002)
Repository 2 (est. 2011)
Repository 3 (est. 2017)
Repository 4 (est. 2011)
Repository 5 (est. 2011)
Repository 6 (est. 2011)
Repository 7 (est. 2014)
Repository 8 (est. 2012)
Repository 9 (est. 2011)
Repository 10a (est. 2010)
Repository 10b (from 2014)
Increase in repository items
We found that most of these repositories increased by more than 150% over five years, 
and we thought that might be manageable. 
One of these institutions is present here twice. The first time, they had only 
a few uploads in the first five years. We looked at the next five years, too, 
when there was a clear culture change (in the form of a new hire, a special 
project, or increased funding) that rapidly increased the number of uploads.
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Total items Faculty items Student items
Repository 1 (est. 2002) 11,185 1,394 8,580
Repository 2 (est. 2011) 7,423 144 76
Repository 3 (est. 2017) 4,369 no data 2,331
Repository 4 (est. 2011) 8,877 no data 3,994
Repository 5 (est. 2011) 432 39 157
Content by author type
In addition to looking at the total number of items in the repositories, we also separated the analysis by author type. (Note 
here that we’re now looking at fewer institutions, as not all instances of Digital Commons separate faculty and student 
work.) We looked at the kinds of material users were downloading, as best as we could tell the differentiation between 
faculty and student work. (Again, helpful when repositories separated out faculty work and student work communities.) 
As we examined this data, we noticed a distinct pattern. When the data was a significant set of the total items, student 
work presented more of a presence than faculty work.  
Again, this only looks at work that the institution identified as faculty or student. In Digital Commons platforms, this is a 
challenge, in that material uploaded to the repository is not necessarily given an author type; rather, the institution puts that 
label on the items. The data you see here is separated by Faculty and Student based on those labels (if they existed), or 
by clear community names, such as “Student work,” “Theses & Dissertations,” “undergraduate symposium,” “Faculty 
work,” “faculty working papers,” and others in these veins. 
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Content by percentage
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Not all material is represented here, since some items exist outside this binary of Faculty and Student, and 
because several items do not belong to a clearly-labeled community that would fit.  
As you can see in this graph, student work is well represented in all these repositories, comprising well over 50% 
of the work labeled as faculty or student. 
But we also found this data unsatisfactory, in that it didn’t tell us what users were, indeed, using. We could set 
150% as a five-year goal, and it’s probably manageable, especially as we also aim to have more student material 
than faculty material. Yes, we want to provide access to as many things as possible, but we still want to provide 
meaningful access. 
So, we started looking at downloads. And what we saw surprised us. 
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Total downloads Faculty downloads Student downloads
Repository 1 (est. 2002) 3,269,305 233,045 2,555,384
Repository 2 (est. 2011) 219,151 61,418 12,364
Repository 3 (est. 2017) 42,959 0 42,959
Repository 4 (est. 2011) 564,878 no data 349,432
Repository 5 (est. 2011) 168,000 37,853 117,869
Downloads by author type
One contributing factor to the decision at Geneseo to establish an institutional repository—this was before I was 
hired—was for it to function as a place for faculty to deposit their open access research. The decision was very 
much faculty-focused; after all, they’re the ones doing research as a significant part of their job; they have the 
professional degrees in research fields; they’re getting paid to do research. Our assumption going into this launch 
was that faculty work would comprise the majority of items in the repository, and it’d see the majority of 
downloads as well. 
But what we saw was that it’s not the faculty’s papers getting traffic; it’s the student work. At least, at the majority 
of the institutions where we could see this sort of information.
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Downloads by percentage
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And we can see this again, in chart form, where it’s clear that student work are getting more traffic than faculty work.  
(But again, it’s obviously not catching everything; there’s stuff missing, and I’m not sure what it is.)
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average 
downloads/item
average Faculty 
downloads/item
average Student 
downloads/item
Repository 1 (est. 2002) 292.3 167.2 297.8
Repository 2 (est. 2011) 29.5 426.5 162.7
Repository 3 (est. 2017) 9.8 no data 18.4
Repository 4 (est. 2011) 63.6 no data 87.5
Repository 5 (est. 2011) 388.9 970.6 750.8
Average downloads per item, by author type
After looking at the total number of downloads, we looked at the average downloads per item, according to author type. In each 
case, student work saw higher downloads than the average across the repository, but in two cases, student work was higher than 
faculty work. And we didn’t know how to account for this, except that some faculty research must be seeing some pretty significant 
traffic. 
In one of these cases—repository 2—student research is dwarfed by faculty research, though both are substantially higher than the 
repository’s average. So this also might not be the best way to look at this data.
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Student work in top ten downloads*
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* based on the average number of full-text downloads per day since the paper was posted
The last way we looked at data surrounding the repositories was a deeper look at the top ten downloads for 
each of these five institutions. In each of these repositories, at least 50% of the top ten were student work.
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Student downloads Faculty downloads
Repository 1 (est. 2002) 43,134 82,464*
Repository 2 (est. 2011) 8,042 9,437
Repository 3 (est. 2017) 2,428 201
Repository 4 (est. 2011) 6,170 no data
Repository 5 (est. 2011) 6,306 954
Average downloads by type (in top ten)
We then found the average for top-ten student and faculty downloads, and that’s where we saw the same sort of information 
we saw in the averages of downloads of faculty and student work: Student downloads are probably going to be higher.
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What about those other items, though— the gaps above these student works?
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Student work in top ten downloads*
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* based on the average number of full-text downloads per day since the paper was posted
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KnightScholar—items 
uploaded
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With all this information, we started populating our repository. Yes, we knew that 
we probably wanted to focus on student work, and that’d be a natural place to 
start. We had nine back volumes of The Proceedings of GREAT Day, our 
undergraduate research journal that stems from the annual undergraduate 
research symposium, and we had several issues of our student-created creative 
writing magazine. There were opportunities for students to upload their own 
research posters from the next GREAT Day, and from some classes we’d 
partnered with. We had published a lot of Open SUNY Textbooks over the years, 
so we had them to upload, as well as some OA books also published through 
the library. 
But we also wanted to get faculty material, and we recognized that challenge, 
and we’re still working through it.  
How we measured up in our first year. Most of our material is student-created, 
and in one of our undergraduate publications (one research, one creative). 
more than 85% of the material we have in KnightScholar is produced by 
students, not just in content, but in formatting, as students produce the two 
journals from start to finish. For now, we have very little faculty work, though 
that’ll be changing in the next few weeks. And we have even fewer of our Open 
Textbooks. 
Some faculty took up the mantle of advertising to their students that their work 
could go into a repository. Many, however, did not, leaving us to find student 
work, a challenge that can be difficult, as librarians do not often see the final 
products of student research. 
Our opportunity arose with the undergraduate research symposium, where 
nearly 20% of the student population presents on their research, either in 
presentation or poster form. We solicited student posters from this symposium, 
and 12% of the 238 posters have since been voluntarily uploaded into 
KnightScholar.
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KnightScholar—items 
downloaded
25%
69%
5% Faculty publications
Student publications
OERBut those open textbooks have proven a 
significant source of our traffic. 3% of our 
content has led to 25% of our total 
downloads, a testimony not necessarily to 
their visibility on KnightScholar, but to the 
power of the Open community and OER.
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Student work in top ten downloads*
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* based on the average number of full-text downloads per day since the paper was posted
•students are eager to put their own stuff online 
•the amount of material does not guide the amount of traffic 
•OER are extremely popular, worldwide
What we learned
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•Add student publications and OER 
•Host workshops for creators and users 
•Promote Open scholarship across campus
Next steps
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•What’s your repository supposed to be? 
•What do your users want?
Takeaway
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Special thanks to all the people who made and released these 
resources for free: 
❑ Presentation template by SlidesCarnival 
❑ KnightScholar cover photo by Keith Walters
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THANKS!
Any questions? 
You can find me at: 
❑ @j_grunert 
❑ grunert@geneseo.edu
